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associated with the CALFED Progr%anabae common program alternatzves, and fully
describe. mztlgattqn measures to assure full disclosure of potential actions and impacts,
certzﬁcatzon and legal sufficiency?

Action:

Background:

& were envuonmental unpacts on the exxstmg environment
related to agricultural land and water supplies-evaluated-and-ineluded. However, the
current draft document repeatedly states that these impacts are significant and

unavoidable.

m‘éluded an evaluatm ;“‘"f’,f the

It is the position of CDFA that significant impacts to elements of the existing
environment related to agriculture have not been fully identified in the PEIS/R. The
document lacks an appropriate description of the elements of the existing environment
related to agriculture. There is not a full discussion of potential measures to avoid, reduce
and/or mitigate impacts of CALFED actions on the existing environment. There is not a
sufficient analysis of range of alternatives for the Common Programs. If these issues are
not addressed in the final PEIS/R, the document could be vulnerable to a legal challenge,
seriously jeopardizing further CALFED progress. It is the objective of CDFA to assure
that to the extent possible, a “bullet proof’ PEIS/R is prepared.

The CALFED Program includes six Common Programs, four of which were
identified early in phase I. CALFED envisioned that these Common Programs would not
vary appreciably among the storage and conveyance alternatives. Also, each Common
Program would be fully implemented under an adaptive management strategy that would
modify program implementation based on increased scientific understanding, and results
of actions implemented, as documented by a comprehensive monitoring and research
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program. [t is the current CALFED position that a range of actions is embodied in each
of the Common Programs as implemented through adaptive management. The impacts
described in the draft EIS/EIR are maximum impacts, and should be reduced through the
adaptive management approach. Furthermore, there is a question as to whether
conversion of agricultural resources to wildlife habitat requires mitigation under CEQA.
Some state that habitat is a less intensive land use and thus mitigation is not necessary.
Thus, it is the current CALFED position that the current draft PEIS/R should be adequate
under CEQA.

If the PEIS/R is to be able to fully inform the public and decision makers, be

certifiable, and be able to withstand any legal challenge, then the document must provide:

an adequate description of the existing environment; an adequate range of alternatives for
the Common Programs; full disclosure of impacts; and appropriate mitigation measures.
The issue before CALFED is whether or not the PEIS/R will meet these requirements
given the current approach and level of effort. While this issue paper focuses on
agricultural resources impacts, the issue is relevant to other elements of the affected
environment.

Others state that many of the same land, water, and vegetation management
practices that are used to maintain habitat are of the same or even greater intensity than
those used for agriculture. In any event, conversion from agriculture to habitat is still a
change in the existing environment under CEQA.

, e: The issue of mcludmg a much
‘culture is hxgh}y polmcrzed. Some

ghhght: thé lssue further w:tha more detaxied nnpact analysxs. -

need:‘to.hl

5 i RN

assocxated vmh the Program must be dressed thh a Staxement of 0vemdmg
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Consideration, however, all reasonable and practicle mitigation measures must
also be implemented. Th ‘current draft does not make that clear enough

oI e i i

mich of the sup "r'r{gamedﬁ'omthe
" h’an wildlife agencxcs “This a wgproachlsnota

Option 1: Maintain the current approach; presume that the current level of
alternatives analysis, disclosure of impacts, and discussion of
mitigation is adequate.

. Ensures the CALFED Program stays on track to meet its deadline for releaseing
the revised Draft EIS/EIR.

. Avoids derailing the CALFED effort by adding another highly political issue.
. Avoids the need to do a significant impact analysis that is currently not found in

the programmatic EIS/EIR and could not be completed in time to keep the
program on schedule for release of a final document.

. Risks alienating the agricultural stakeholders.
. Draft EIS/EIR may be legally deficient as currently drafted.
Option2:  Provide additional documentation in the Draft PEIS/R including a
full description of the existing environment, a range of alternatives for
* the Common Programs, full disclosure of impacts, and appropriate

mitigation measures for impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to
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a level of insignificance for the Program as it is currently proposed.
These mitigation measures would be implemented either, prior to
program implementation, or in stages, linked to implementation of
program elements under the adaptive management approach.

Fosters support from agricultural stakeholders

Pros

s

. Ensures that the EIS/EIR will be an adequate CEQA document
Cons

ed to/addfess CEQA

Highlights a coiitoversial Subjéct peihaps unnecessarly]

May unravel Prograni suppott from key environmeiitat'stakeholder groups
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Option4:  Provide some additional documentation in the Draft PEIS/R
descnb g unpacts X gricnlture due tojmpiementatnon “of the
Program.’ Include appropriate mmgatlon measures for lmpacts that
cannot be ‘avoided or reduced to a'level of mslgmficance and explain
that @hey will be implemented - whether“there is % Statement of
Overriding Consideration of not.

Could foster some support from agricultural stakeholders

Ensures that the EIS/EIR Will be an adequate CEQA: document

:
¢

Gonld be completed withinthe established tieling

ignificant opposition from agriculturalstakeholders

C‘ombmed thh”’f" pﬁons 3'and 4, and seléectaDelta conveyance
‘ ¢ niiliimizes Mmpor&nfmé’“ﬁ”n‘ﬁemed salfs fo'the Sani
; 'tlxe mgoﬂ : f“‘ rec' l' edsalts fronm agriculitiral

sets the requireinieiits of CEQA

cultsral stakeliolder support

§  Likely to provide the most durable solution'to the coriflicts with agriciilture

. E.nga,ges_ key agricultural stakeholders to more efficiently deterniine mitigation

d Coiild be completed within the established timé lifé

ing some agricultural stakeholders
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